This paper is a contribution to the theorization of regulatory compliance. It presents a framework for analyzing regulatees' responses to public regulation. It identifies the main variables and mechanisms through which regulatory policy may influence regulatees' preferences. Thus, it provides a theory for interpreting compliance and noncompliance In the first semester of 2010, Greece was at the centre of public attention. Its huge public debt had made it the plaything of financial markets, and appeared to threaten the equilibrium of the whole Euro-zone. Questions were quickly raised as to why Greece had become so indebted. Journalists and academics uncovered several causes, but they found a particularly striking one in the pervasiveness of tax evasion, one of the various ways in which ingrained dispositions for noncompliance manifest themselves in Greek society.
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In the first semester of 2010, Greece was at the centre of public attention. Its huge public debt had made it the plaything of financial markets, and appeared to threaten the equilibrium of the whole Euro-zone. Questions were quickly raised as to why Greece had become so indebted. Journalists and academics uncovered several causes, but they found a particularly striking one in the pervasiveness of tax evasion, one of the various ways in which ingrained dispositions for noncompliance manifest themselves in Greek society.
According to conservative estimates, unpaid taxes have amounted to an average of 20 billion Euros per year. Paradoxically, in the previous decade Greece had become increasingly wealthy, while state revenue has decreased.
1 Widespread tax evasion had contributed to bringing Greece on its knees.
As this example shows, regulatory compliance can be a critical dimension of political steering. It is thus not surprising that it has received much attention by scholars. It is more surprising, however, that the numerous empirical studies on the subject have led to only limited theoretical progress (Hutter 2001) . I argue that one of the reasons for this relatively disappointing outcome is the failure of compliance theorists to successfully address two important aspects of compliance and noncompliance decisions.
Firstly, they have struggled to build theories that would be at the same time internally consistent and able to account for the simultaneous influence on compliance decisions of heterogeneous motives such as material, emotional and normative goals. Secondly, they have also failed to take up the often counterintuitive effects of interactions between these different motives, such as those taking place between normative and material goals (as 1 Tax revenue in Greece fell by 2.5% of GDP between 2000 and 2007, as economic growth averaged 4.1% a year (Sills and Weeks 2010). 3 shown in Frey 1997) , or between material and emotional goals (as shown in Makkai and Braithwaite 1994b) .
In this paper I attempt to contribute to compliance theories and offer a better alternative to the currently available theoretical approaches. I propose a solution to the two interrelated issues underlined before: the variety and heterogeneity of goals in responses to regulation, and the effects of their interactions. My intention is also to provide a framework that can include numerous published findings and thus can be a synthesis of a great deal of published compliance research.
The paper builds on Lindenberg's goal framing theory (GFT) (Lindenberg 1993 (Lindenberg , 2000a Lindenberg and Steg 2007) . GFT is a theory of goal-oriented action taking stock of social psychologists' findings, especially goal systems theory . According to GFT, actors anticipate and evaluate the consequences of the options available to achieve a goal, and choose the one that is likely to best satisfy their purpose. GFT also assumes that one's goals and the way one defines the situation are interrelated: perception and motivation tend to harmonize in a to-and-fro process. Therefore, goals tend to be situation dependent rather than stable across situations, and preferences are constructed rather than revealed. Besides, GFT accepts the idea that actors customarily assess options with reference to several, heterogeneous goals.
I am reformulating this path-breaking theory, providing various additions and modifications for the purpose of contributing to compliance theory. In this article, compliance is understood as behavior fitting expectations communicated to regulatees 4 regarding how the former should or should not behave in a given domain. 2 The role played in compliance behavior by incapacity, ignorance, or misunderstanding, is only incidentally considered, although that certainly is not anecdotal. To include all these aspects, one would have to go much further up the chain of causality than I am prepared to in these pages.
Rather the argument in this article rests on the idea that goal framing theory offers a "useful fiction" (MacDonald 2003) of actual action processes.
In the next section, I propose an overview of the current state of compliance theory. The rest of the paper is organized in three main sections, corresponding to the three complementary parts of the framework: firstly, a taxonomy of goals that specifies the principal categories of motives for responding to regulation; secondly, a model of preference formation with several goals; thirdly, two mechanisms through which regulatory policy may impact on goals and options, and hence influence individual choices. The theoretical argument is supported by a number of examples and references from the compliance literature. Conclusions follow.
A review of compliance theories
Compliance and noncompliance are complex behaviors linked to a wide variety of causes that cannot be easily brought together in a parsimonious whole (Coombs 1980;  2 This definition is close to Coombs' (1980) . It is more inclusive than "conformity with the law" (Hutter 1997: 16-17) because regulatees may be asked to conform to expectations communicated in non-legal form (Hopkins 1994; e.g. Thaler and Sunstein 2009) . It is also less normative than "conformity with policy objectives" since expectations communicated to regulatees may not be appropriate or sufficient to reach policy objectives (Coombs 1980; e.g. McBarnet and Whelan 1991) .
5 Mitchell 1996) . 3 Some of these behaviors can be "automatic", the product of habits and routines. By contrast, "planned" compliance or noncompliance may epitomize the intentional pursuit of various goals, such as to maximize one's utility, fulfill a moral obligation such as duty or trust, or dispose of one's fear of sanctions. They may also sometimes be explained as the result of regulatees' incapacity, incompetence, ignorance or misunderstanding of regulatory prescriptions (e.g. Brehm and Hamilton 1996) .
Compliance theorists usually focus on compliance as "planned" rather than "automatic"
behavior. In agreement with the Weberian approach to explaining behavior, they consider goal-oriented action as a satisfactory approximation for actual action processes. This has led to many insightful analyses. Yet, to this day fundamental problems remain unsolved, that have hampered the continuous development of compliance theory. Two of them call for attention.
Firstly, compliance theory should account for the empirically demonstrated tendency of regulatees to pursue simultaneously several, heterogeneous goals. Empirical studies show that there can be a combination of material, emotional and normative goals at play in compliance and noncompliance behaviors (int. al. Alm et al. 1995; Fisman and Miguel 2007; Gezelius 2002; Haines and Gurney 2003; Hutter 2001; May 2005; Parker 1999 Parker , 2006 Simpson 2002; Tyler 2006; Wenzel 2004 Wenzel , 2005 . For instance, a given regulatee may be trying to make a profit, protect oneself against a potential loss, have fun, and act appropriately, all at once. These goals do not easily translate into a common measure of 3 Compliance and non-compliance issues are characterized by "equifinality", namely the existence of several alternative causal explanations for the same effect, and "multifinality", namely the fact that several different effects are consistent with a common cause (George and Bennett 2005: 10) . 6 utility. Hence, compliance theories relying on only one kind of these motives, especially rational actor models of compliance (starting with Becker 1968) ignore and fail to explain a significant share of the empirical reality, as numerous empirical studies have shown (int.al. Braithwaite and Makkai 1991; Grasmick and Green 1980; Paternoster et al. 1983; Paternoster and Simpson 1996) .
Various ideas have been put forward to address this problem, but most of them are unsatisfactory. The most common response by compliance theorists has been to combine several models of action. Taken individually, each of these models ignores the complexity of motives observable in realistic settings. Yet, taken together, these models can account for most observations, given that the population of compliers and non-compliers can be divided into, for instance, utilitarian "amoral calculators" (Kagan and Scholz 1984) , "bad apples" (Bardach and Kagan 2002) or "opportunists" (Hood 1986 ) on the one hand, and dutiful "virtuous" actors, "citizens", or "good apples" on the other hand. The best known example is the work of Ayres and Braithwaite (1992) . It combines two incompatible theories:
rational choice theory (game theory) and the idea that norm internalization in trust relations may overcome opportunistic temptations not to comply. This compromise between "a logic of consequences" and "a logic of appropriateness" (Mitchell 2007 ) is representative of many contributions to the regulation literature (int. al. Gunningham and Grabosky 1998; Gunningham et al. 2005; Hood 1986; Kagan and Scholz 1984; Mitchell 2007; Scholz 1984; Sherman 1993; van Snellenberg and van de Peppel 2002) .
In spite of their unquestionable qualities, these writings are internally inconsistent as a result of their combining incompatible models of goal-oriented action. Only very few
integrative and yet consistent frameworks have been proposed so far, including motivational posturing theory (Braithwaite et al. 2007 ) and Scholz's translation of non-7 material motivations into "heuristics" (Scholz 2003; Scholz and Pinney 1995) . None of them, however, has explicitly addressed the effects resulting from interactions between heterogeneous motivations.
In fact, the second problem compliance theorists should resolve is to provide an account for the fact that the various, heterogeneous motivations for compliance or noncompliance are not simply cumulative. They cannot be conceptualized as adding or subtracting to one another, for they interact in various and sometimes counterintuitive ways, leading to empirical effects too significant to be ignored. The best known and best documented example of such interactions is how self-interest can "crowd out" normative or "intrinsic" goals such as altruism, duty, or trust (e.g. Bowles 2008; Frey 1997; McGraw and Scholz 1991: 475-77; Parker 2006: 611-2) . But there are other types of interaction as well. For example, it has also been found that emotions interact with a calculative logic in counterintuitive ways, leading to various behavioral patterns incompatible with what a rational model of compliance would predict (Makkai and Braithwaite 1994b) .
Only rarely have compliance theorists proposed conceptualizations for these interactions. Many frameworks do not even acknowledge that such interactions exist.
Others account for the combined influence of different motives merely in a cumulative way, as for example when social norms are considered a parameter to add or subtract to the regulatee's measure of utility (e.g. Sutinen and Kuperan 1999) . Motivation crowding theory (Frey 1997) is a rare exception. It conceptualizes the interaction between material and normative goals as the crowding out of intrinsic motivation by extrinsic motivation.
Although a powerful tool, it has been rarely taken up in the regulation literature (Feld and Frey 2007; Le Grand 2003) .
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I would argue that failure to address successfully these two issues -accounting for the plurality and heterogeneity of motivations for (non)compliance and for the interactions between these goals -has limited the development of compliance theory on one aspect in particular: the dynamics of compliance behaviors. Solving these issues is key to explaining behavioral changes in responses to regulation, inasmuch as the latter imply "overcom [ing] the existing set of motivations" of regulatees (Gray and Scholz 1993: 199) and fostering a more favorable set of motivations.
In the following, I intend to demonstrate that a goal framing approach of compliance can solve these two issues and thus help explaining the dynamics of compliance and noncompliance.
First step: a taxonomy of goals
Any approach of compliance behaviors that intends to take up the plurality and variety
of goals (what actors intend to achieve) requires a taxonomy of goals. The latter are not all equivalent nor interchangeable: to follow a norm (such as one's duty to obey the law) is not the same thing as to follow one's emotions (such as the desire for revenge), or one's interests (such as securing income or making a profit). To keep this taxonomic exercise at a manageable level of complexity, Lindenberg uses three broad categories: the hedonic goal, the gain goal, and the normative goal. Practically, any more specific goal pursued in a particular situation may be linked with one of them and hence be understood as a particular form of either the hedonic goal, the gain goal, and the normative goal. Each of these three goals points at distinct triggers of individual action that co-exist and mingle in everyday life and in responses to public regulation.
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The hedonic goal bears on the motivation to achieve pleasure and/or stimulation in the accomplishment of a task. It is linked with positive emotions such as happiness, fun, comfort, and their negative counterparts, for example guilt, anger, shame, or discomfort.
The hedonic goal is present in almost everything that people do. A propensity to shorttermism often reveals that its influence on choices is predominant, as for instance when anger blinds one to the consequences of one's actions. Gain is more generally the central motive attributed to regulatees in the rational-choice deterrence approach to regulatory compliance, and there is ample ground to assume that its more strategic forms can help account for numerous cases of regulatory avoidance, for example in the form of "creative compliance" (Shah 1996) .
The normative goal can be summarized as "to act appropriately" or "to do the right thing". It evokes the normative conformity of classical sociology and the logic of appropriateness of March and Olsen (1989) . This refers to the motive to abide by social norms, i.e. rules shared within a group and controlled and sanctioned by its members. The normative goal is tied with identity and the way individuals "self-categorize" (Wenzel 2007) . It is also often linked to long-term issues. In fact a propensity not to take advantage Hence, there is not a straightforward link between "morality" or "norms" on the one hand, and compliance on the other. Neither should it be taken for granted that a "strategic"
(gain) or "emotional" (hedonic) attitude will necessarily be correlated to "defiance" and 11 non-compliance. Rather, all three types of goals may be at play in both noncompliant and compliant behaviors.
As it should be obvious from this brief presentation, the hedonic, gain and normative goals embody well-known "logics of action", that have all been mentioned at various moments in compliance research (most systematically in Suchman 1997). The value added of GFT is to show how these goals interact with each other to determine preferences.
Second step: a model of preference formation
Actors may pursue multifarious goals, but their choices may not proceed from any sophisticated aggregation or compromise between all the goals in their goal set. The limits of their cognitive capacities make a comprehensive calculus unlikely. In particular, actors cannot attend to all the goals at once. GFT claims that competition between different goals is solved by incomplete attention. More precisely, selective attention implies that there is a foreground to which actors are attentive in priority and a background to which they are only secondarily attentive. This has been commonly referred to as "tunnel vision" (e.g. 2006: 107) . Accordingly, elements of one's goal set are distributed between foreground and background. The most influential goal is the one standing in the foreground of one's attention: the goal-frame. The other, weaker goals are in the background.
McCaffery and Baron
In the foreground, the goal-frame structures the definition of the situation and works as a filter, selecting knowledge chunks, references and beliefs as well as criteria to sort options (the courses of action available for achieving goals). As such it has a crucial influence on the formation of preferences: alternatives are primarily sorted with respect to their capacity to satisfy the goal-frame. For example, if one is principally pursuing profit-making, the 12 most profitable option will be placed at the top of one's preferences, then followed by the other options sorted in function of their decreasing profitability. The framing effect of the dominant goal is thus to focus one's attention on certain dimensions of the option set (profitability) and away from other aspects (political correctness, comfort), possibly to the point where not all options and aspects of options available will actually be known and/or considered by actors. 4 For instance, it is an empirically well established fact that normoriented actors tend to discount the benefits and costs of options: they are in a normative goal-frame and it makes them inattentive to gain aspects (e.g. Wenzel 2004 ). Conversely, the enduring practices of banks with regard to salaries and bonuses during the current financial crisis and despite widespread moral condemnation illustrate how being in a gain frame tends to make one inattentive to the appropriateness of one's preferred course of action.
Background goals have an effect on preferences as well. That hinges on the agreement between the preference structure that the foreground goal imposes on the option set and the preference structure that the background goals impose on the option set. If the background goals are compatible with the goal-frame (i.e. their respective preference structures are in agreement), then the preference structure determined by the goal-frame is reinforced, and the probability of choosing the top alternative is close to 1. For instance, it has been shown that normative behavior is reinforced by (hedonic) feelings of guilt and shame in case of non-conformity by self, or feelings of anger in case of non-conformity by others (e.g. Elster 4 Since selective attention can make actors oblivious of options available to them and of regulation's expectations with regard to what option they should choose, goal framing can also explain certain cases of noncompliance resulting from ignorance or misunderstanding of regulation.
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1998; Hopfensitz and Reuben, 2009; Makkai and Braithwaite 1994b) . Here, background hedonic goals reinforce the normative foreground goal and make the choice of the most appropriate alternative very likely.
However, if the background goals are incompatible with the goal-frame (i.e. their respective preference structures are in disagreement), then the preference structure determined by the goal-frame is weakened, and the probability of choosing the top alternative is lowered, while that of choosing a second best alternative is raised. More schematically, let us imagine a case of two incompatible goals G1 and G2, G1 being the dominant goal (the goal-frame), and G2 a background goal. Options A, B, C, D, E, are sorted in function of their capacity to satisfy G1, as for instance in:
where A brings more satisfaction of goal G1 than B, and then C, and then D, and finally E.
G2 being incompatible with G1, the order of preferences for G2 alone is logically the reverse of what it is for G1 (Lindenberg 2001a : 321-3):
The joint influence of G1 and G2 implies that, although in the background, the goal G2 may alter the option set determined by the goal-frame G1. The preference structure resulting from the joint influence of these goals could then be such as:
To make things clearer here, goals are assumed to be either perfectly compatible or incompatible.
However, in reality, even background goals compatible with the frame will create adjustments in the preference structure.
14 With the distinction between foreground and background goals, one can explain second best choices as the result of the combined influence of different goals. (Chaserant 2003) . Similarly, the most short-term, "myopic" opportunism may be viewed as a gain goal-frame supported by hedonic background goals, the latter pushing towards choosing the most immediate means to fulfil one's ends, sometimes at the expense of one's long-term interests.
The degree of agreement or disagreement between background goals and the preference structure imposed by the foreground goal is called "salience" (Steglich 2003: 20) . In the case where goal-frame and background goals are only weakly incompatible, the salience of the goal-frame is strong, and the alternative that brings the most satisfaction to the goalframe will be almost certainly chosen. But the more the goal-frame and the background goals are incompatible, the lower the salience, and therefore the less discrimination between the alternatives, so that it becomes less certain which of them will be chosen (Lindenberg 2001a: 323) Very low salience generates randomness in preferences and behaviors. This is arguably an unstable and short-lived situation, therefore a too weak foreground goal will tend to be replaced by one of the background goals. The new goal-frame will have been the strongest incompatible background goal (Lindenberg 1993: 22) . The other background goals, those compatible with the frame, will be weak themselves, otherwise the salience of the former 15 goal-frame would not have become so low (Steglich 2003: 21) . This substitution of one goal by another as goal-frame is called dynamic frame displacement.
Dynamic frame displacement is the main process for explaining changes in dominant goals: substitution of a goal by another in the foreground of an actor's attention may lead to completely different choices. GFT allows us hence to integrate in a theoretically consistent fashion different logics of action, but also to interpret the interplay between them leading to specific choices and eventually changes in behaviors. Dynamic frame displacement is at the centre of various changes in patterns of regulated behavior that I will discuss in the next section.
Third step: mechanisms
The encompassing categories "hedonic", "gain" and "normative" goals and the model of preference formation outlined earlier provide the means to understand how actors may form preferences on the basis of several and heterogeneous goals, and how these preferences may change as a result of interactions between these goals. However, to account for the fact that "regulation is an important way of ordering priorities" so that regulatees behave in a certain way (Hutter 2001: 295) , there must be an account of how public regulators can influence this process of preference formation. In this section, I argue that this process can be fruitfully conceptualized as affecting two main variables: the regulatee's goals (what the regulatee wants to achieve), and the regulatee's options (the courses of action available for achieving goals). Regulatory policy's impact on these two variables can be analyzed with two independent mechanisms. Firstly, regulatory policy varies the goal set (i.e. the frame's salience) through what I call "goal signals"; and secondly, it varies the option set by modifying the relative consequences of options (figure 1).
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Figure 1 about here
For each of these two mechanisms several examples will follow from a brief general presentation. In accordance with this paper's focus, most of them bear on regulatory policy, with an emphasis on the law, rewards, sanctions, and information tools.
First mechanism: goal signaling
In a striking experiment, Liberman, Samuels and Ross (2004) have showed that depending on the way a social dilemma game was labelled, the goals of participants to that game changed dramatically. Calling the game "Wall Street game" led to only 31% of cooperative behaviours, while calling it "community game" led to 66% of cooperative behaviours. In another experiment, Keizer, Lindenberg and Steg (2008) have showed that depending on the absence or presence of visible signs of noncompliance in a given situation -e.g. a wall covered with graffiti despite a very visible "no graffiti" sign -individuals tended to abide more or less to social norms, such as the rule that one should not litter. In the orderly situation (no graffiti), 33% littered compared with 68% in the disorderly situation (wall covered with graffiti).
In this section I claim that a more general mechanism of "goal signalling" can be deduced from such examples and many others. In the same fashion as naming the game influenced the relative force of opportunistic (gain) and collaborative (normative) goals, multiple elements in one's environment can channel one's attention towards particular goals and away from others. They can be of all sorts: events, behaviors or messages.
Inasmuch as one of these elements evokes a particular goal -like the game's name in the 17 previous example -it signals that goal, thus introducing it (if it was not there already) or reinforcing it in the receiver's goal set. As a result, goal signals can either strengthen or weaken one's goal-frame. Goal signaling should not be confused with other uses of the concept of "signaling" that can also be found in the regulation literature, and which refer essentially to information addressed to regulatees regarding the consequences of their options: for instance, the hazards of smoking (Licari 2003) . Indeed, goal signaling does not relate to the information actors hold about their options, which they use to compare one to another. More fundamentally, it refers to their goals, and how these can be altered "in a relatively automatized, non-deliberative" manner by capturing their attention (Shah and Kruglanski 2002: 380) . Hence, goal signaling and its "goal pull" effect refers to a process logically anterior to the assessment by actors of their options. Therefore, the distinction between goal 18 signaling and relative consequences is one between the automatic and the deliberative aspects of preference formation. Yet, a particular piece of regulation will likely have both dimensions, altering both one's goal set and relative consequences at the same time.
Since goal signals reinforce goals, they affect the salience of goal-frames. Goal signals compatible with one's goal-frame will likely sustain or reinforce its salience. Goal signals incompatible with one's goal-frame will likely weaken its salience. The outcome of the competition between incompatible goals for one's attention is ultimately an empirical issue.
As I shall now illustrate, goal signals are pervasive in various contributions to the literature on regulation and can help make sense of many of its results.
Hedonic signals
Studies of regulatory enforcement and its role in compliance and noncompliance abound with examples of emotional responses, especially anger, fear, guilt and/or shame (int.al. Braithwaite 1989; Fineman and Sturdy 1999; Gezelius 2002: 312; Goldsmith 2005;  7 Goal signals will likely be more effective if they are: personalized i.e. they target regulatees personally rather than as members of generic groups; incarnate (sent by another, identifiable individual, and particularly one that matters for the receiver, i.e. an important other: peer, sibling, authority figure, etc.); and repeated. Grabosky 1995: 350; Makkai and Braithwaite 1994b; Parker 2006; Scholz and Pinney 1995: 494; Sherman et al. 1992 ). All strongly suggest that emotions have an important role to play in various types of responses to regulation, and that regulatory practices themselves contribute in various ways to reinforcing hedonic goals.
Hedonic signals may be seen in various forms, including harsh enforcement. Makkai and
Braithwaite have found that for already "highly emotional" regulatees, deterrent threats triggered anger, which appeared to motivate subsequent noncompliance (Makkai and Braithwaite 1994b: 361-3) . Hedonic signals may also be found in encouragements or similar reactions from peers (e.g. Williams and Hawkins 1986: 554) , eventually leading to revengeful actions against regulators or third parties (Sherman 1993: 465-66 video clips or t-shirts tying the expected behavior with the stereotypes of a "tough guy" and "proud to be Texan", with which the target population (men between the age of 18 and 24)
used to identify itself (Thaler and Sunstein, 2009: 64-5) . By adjusting to appealing symbols and figures (many celebrities took part to the ads), the "Don't mess with Texas" campaign pulled hedonic goals as well as normative goals. It is credited with very significantly reducing roadside litter in Texas. Another source of hedonic signals is unexpected rewards, most likely verbal or symbolic ones, which have also been said to strengthen motivations for compliance (Frey 1997: 18; Singhal and Greiner 2008:48; Sunstein, 1996 Sunstein, : 2031 .
Gain signals
Gain signals abound in the most common tools of regulation: as stickers in public transports informing travelers of penalty fares, as pamphlets and videos warning individuals of the legal and personal costs of sexual harassment at work, as road signs recalling drivers of the likely consequences of noncompliant driving, etc.
Gain signals play an especially important role in advanced capitalist societies, where they contribute to installing and sustaining gain goal-frames for the performance of multifarious tasks. Streeck argues that capitalist institutions "assume, and thereby encourage, a utility-maximizing disposition on the part of actors" (Streeck 2009: 28) . There is also a growing literature that demonstrates experimentally how various forms of regulation and especially the use of monetary incentives and disincentives push actors to act in a gain goal-frame. They do so by consistently channeling attention towards the costs and The negative impact of gain signals on normative goal-frames is a matter of salience.
Gain signals may topple a normative goal-frame if the latter's salience is low. That generally happens if it is not strengthened by compatible background goals and frequent normative signals (see below). Various pieces of research suggest that normative goalframes are often easily and rapidly displaced by gain signals, while the reverse -displacing a gain goal-frame with normative signals -seems more difficult to achieve and usually takes time (Frey 1997; Lindenberg 2000a; Streeck and Thelen 2005: 33) .
Normative signals
Normative signals can be discovered in multiple instances of regulatory policy. Laws themselves tautologically bring regulatees' attention to their duty to obey the law, and hence can contribute to strengthen normative goals (Sunstein 1996 (Sunstein : 2032 e.g. Licari 2003: 289) . Pictures or objects, such as a uniform, may contribute to strengthening normative goals as well. Information tools are also sending normative signals when they point at a norm upheld in the target group, as the "Don't mess with Texas" campaign discussed above, or campaigns of birth control tying having children to patriotism (Weiss and Tschirhart 1994: 89) . Tax can also be a normative signal, as in the case of the so-called "sin taxes" imposed on alcohol or tobacco (Bressers and O'Toole 2005: 143) . This can have dramatic effects on target populations when the "relative appropriateness" 9 of alternative 9 The relative consequences of options that matter for the pursuit of a normative goal (see below).
22
courses of action is simultaneously changed. For example, Rosenthal tells of a tax on plastic bags introduced in Ireland in 2002 that led to 94% reduction in plastic bag use. As she writes, "plastic bags were not outlawed, but carrying them became socially unacceptable" (Rosenthal 2008) . In other words, the tax had triggered a normative goalframe and made it inappropriate to use plastic bags.
It is fair to say that the success of these strategies tying behavioral expectations to social norms depends in large part on "dormant normative obligations" (Lindenberg 1983 Taking count of the normative signals of sanctions enables and makes sense of the important claim that social norms and deterrence are not independent factors of compliance (Sherman et al. 1992; Williams and Hawkins 1986) . "Voluntary" compliance is indeed often correlated to strict controlling and sanctioning practices towards regulatees who do not comply (Lederman 2003; Scholz 1984) . This is because these punishments send 23 normative signals and henceforth strengthen normative goals in the goal sets of targeted regulatees, whether the latter are in a normative goal-frame, in that case punishments work as "a reminder of preexisting commitments to comply" (Thornton et al. 2005: 266, 280-1), or in a gain goal-frame, in that case they "boost deterrence effects" (Wenzel 2004: 547) .
By way of consequence, if sanctions disappear, the related normative goal is not regularly strengthened by compatible signals any more. Competition from rival goals may then alter substantially the shape of the goal set, and sometimes trigger a frame displacement. There is then a possibility that violations of related norms will multiply (e.g. Also, anything that could be seen as evidence that threats of sanctions are not deterring non-compliers sends hedonic (feeling cheated) and gain signals (wasting resources) that are incompatible with the feeling of duty to comply. For instance, compliers may hear about or witness widespread and/or unpunished non-compliance (Grabosky 1995: 349; Vandenbergh 2003: 115; e.g. Aitken 2001: 190; Keizer et al. 2008; Tittle and Rowe 1973) . As a result, the norm may lose its moral force and opportunistic responses to rules may multiply.
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As I have shown in this sub-section, regulators may influence one's goals in various ways, and this influence can be conceptualized and studied as attempts to capture and orient one's attention with "goal signals". As I shall now explore in more detail, regulators may also alter the relative consequences of alternative courses of action, and thus change the second ingredient of preference formation: options.
Second mechanism: relative consequences
The idea of relative consequences as a determinant of preferences is widespread in economics and also in regulation studies under the heading of "relative prices". Ogus (1998: 770) states thus that "an important function of the law is to attach prices to choices".
However, relative prices are only a part of the consequences actors may anticipate when sorting between options. It refers only to costs and benefits, which matter in a gain goalframe but not in other goal-frames. Therefore, a richer and more diverse approach to goals such as that of GFT requires that other kinds of consequences be taken into account as well:
those that matter in a hedonic frame, which I call "relative pleasure / stimulation", and those that matter in a normative frame, which I call "relative appropriateness".
In the process of preference formation the distinction between the goal-frame and the background goals is all-important, and one should differentiate between the impact of a change in relative consequences directly taken up by the goal-frame and that of a change taken up only by the background goals (Lindenberg 1992; Lindenberg and Frey 1993) .
If relative consequences change in aspects directly taken up by the goal-frame -for instance, prices change and the goal-frame is gain -, then their effect on preference formation and eventually behavior will likely be important, and in fact all the more so if the goal-frame's salience is high. However, if relative consequences change in aspects taken up 25 only by background goals -for example, prices change and the goal-frame is normative -, their effect will likely be weak or nil. In other words, the net effect of changes in relative consequences is dependent on the nature of these consequences and on the shape of the goal set, especially the salience of the goal-frame.
Perhaps the simplest way to illustrate this interaction between relative consequences and goals is to borrow from a well established and often replicated result of the compliance literature. In a number of empirical studies, scholars consistently observed a measurable For example, Wenzel showed that perceived legal sanctions were strongly correlated to compliance when regulatees did not declare strong personal norms. The correlation was even stronger if they perceived that peers could also impose informal sanctions. Since these regulatees were not in a normative goal-frame but more likely in a gain goal-frame, they were directly attentive to relative prices and thus to the costs induced by formal and informal sanctions. Hence, backing up legal sanctions by informal ones heightened the attractiveness of compliance compared to other options (Wenzel 2004: 563) . As a consequence, increasing the severity of sanctions for actors in a gain goal-frame would likely yield a rapid and significant response (increasing compliance rates), as demonstrated experimentally by Steglich (2003) .
By contrast, actors in a normative goal-frame are indifferent to prices and attentive to appropriateness. In Wenzel's study (2004: 559-60) , there appeared to be no correlation between the severity of sanctions and the level of compliance for those regulatees who declared strong personal compliance norms or a high level of identification to the group 26 upholding the compliance norm. For these actors, who were in a normative goal-frame, sanctions mattered only for the normative signals they carried. Their impact in terms of relative prices was marginal.
Therefore, changing the severity of sanctions would not have a significant impact on their preferences nor on their behaviors. Only significant changes sending incompatible gain signals -especially a steep reduction in penalties or a rise in contrary incentiveswould reinforce enough the background gain goal so that it displaces the normative goalframe. Then the relative prices effect would operate in full. Again, Steglich (2003) provides supporting evidence.
Combining relative consequences and goal signaling enables us to take up a variety of regulatory strategies and a number of responses to these strategies by targeted regulatees.
The following sections provide several examples, each focusing on a particular type of relative consequences, beginning with the best known relative prices.
Relative prices
Changing relative prices constitutes undoubtedly the best known and probably the most frequently mentioned way to change regulatees' preferences and improve compliance.
Relative prices prove to be a major cause of responses to regulation in a number of situations and especially in those where the law and the authority of regulators are not supported by norms of legitimacy and by enforcement, and hence where normative goals are therefore absent or weak. It appeared to be the case with compliance with international law regulating intentional pollution at sea (Mitchell 1994) . Before oil prices rose, policies to control deliberate discharges from oil tankers had generally failed, principally because 27 such behavior was particularly difficult to monitor. However, the 1973 and 1978 oil price shocks made cleaning tanks at sea more expensive since an increasingly valuable part of the freight was lost in the process. This change in relative prices resulted in a significant decrease in oil pollution at sea (Mitchell 1994: 227) , a case of "co-incidental compliance" (ibid.: 256). Thus, regulatory strategies relying on relative prices may either fail or rather succeed as a result of uncontrolled changes in prices, such as those that follow from an economic boom or a depression (Mitchell 2007: 909) .
Another example where changing relative prices had strong effects as a result of an already well-established gain goal-frame is the desegregation policy in the American south.
In the early 1960s, it appears that a majority of white southern businessmen were favorable to desegregation as it would allow them to hire blacks (that would help push wages down)
or have them as clients (Lessig 1995: 966 n57) . However, southern businessmen also faced the risks of informal sanctions applicable in case they did not respect the segregation norm, such as boycott. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 changed that. It signaled every Southerner's duty to abide by American law and also claimed that segregation was inappropriate. As a result, violations of the segregation norm became much less likely to be enforced, which meant a change in relative prices for businesses. Besides, violating the Act exposed all to sanctions, especially the owners of the businesses where segregation was applied. As a result, the Act could yield its strongest effects among businessmen (Lessig 1995: 965-67; also Horne 2004 also Horne : 1056 ).
An evolution in relative prices will have the greatest impact on preferences when combined with signals pulling the gain goal. Tax policy in Russia in the 1990s is a telling tale of these joint mechanisms. In 1994, the Russian federal government started handling its suppliers a claim on the government in lieu of payment, for instance in the form of a 28 treasury obligation. This claim could be used to pay tax arrears. It had its upside for the government, as these tax offsets could bring (non-cash) revenue immediately and in an easier and less politically costly manner than through tax enforcement. As a result of this and of similar schemes being introduced year after year, suppliers to the government started accumulating tax arrears. The schemes were a transaction between the government and companies and as such they were unequivocal gain signals. They also enabled companies to obtain payment for their supplies to the government (which was paying above-market prices), and thus altered also the relative prices of trading with the government rather than with other buyers. In addition to the example set by government suppliers failing on their tax obligations, more gain signals were sent when these tax offset schemes were extended to all businesses, thus generalizing a transactional approach to tax compliance. As a result an increasing number of companies accumulated tax arrears and started to trade claims on the budget between themselves. As Aitken explains, "in some schemes the claims were securitized, and an active and highly lucrative secondary market quickly developed" (Aitken 2001: 188) . The commissions received in these exchanges were another change in relative prices. Also, businesses made an increasing profit out of non-compliance, and that probably contributed to an increasingly opportunistic response to tax law from previously compliant companies. It is likely that failure to enforce compliance in high profile cases (notably Gazprom) also contributed to further weaken compliance-prone goals. Tax collection itself grew difficult as companies intentionally starved themselves of cash.
Overall tax returns fell very significantly in 1994, the decrease in cash compliance worsening in 1995 and 1996. The relative prices effect had worked well, and in fact so well that the federal government had found itself stuck in a "low revenue trap".
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As this sub-section has shown, a goal framing approach to compliance can take up relative price effects. However, in comparison to other models, a goal framing approach expands greatly the range of relative consequences considered by addressing the influence of relative pleasure/stimulation and the relative appropriateness of options.
Relative pleasure/stimulation
Public regulators sometimes directly and intentionally change the relative pleasure or stimulation derived from different courses of action. A famous example is a policy to tackle non-compliance with traffic regulation in Bogota (Colombia), a city then famous for its very high prevalence of noncompliant behaviors. In March 1995, pantomime artists were hired by the City council to replace the traffic police at the city's crossroads (Caballero 2004; Singhal and Greiner 2008) . Their task was to publicly mock non-compliers, either by following pedestrians crossing the road elsewhere than at the crosswalk, or by expressing displeasure at drivers stopping on the crosswalk and thus obstructing the way for pedestrians. Mocking made noncompliance a more unpleasant course of action, at the same time as it created "a teaching-learning moment in that very instant for the offender and the on-lookers" (Singhal and Greiner 2008: 47 The relative pleasure or stimulation derived from alternative options can also be at stake in responses to regulation in ways that regulators themselves do not control or may not be able to predict. This is sometimes an unintended consequence of technological progress.
Thus, "disruptive innovations" (Bower and Christensen 1995) may make certain regulated tasks less unpleasant: the internet has made numerous administrative procedures less burdensome, magnetic transport cards have made public transport easier, etc.
But regulatory policy may also constrain actors in an activity that gives them a certain pleasure or stimulation, or it may ask them to perform an activity that yields a form of displeasure. The case of seat-belts is well known. Peltzman argued that when seat-belts were introduced, they constrained drivers and hence reduced the hedonic returns of driving (a feeling of freedom, power, autonomy, etc.) Therefore, in order to achieve the same level of stimulation than before, drivers tended to drive more recklessly, thus offsetting for a while the safety gains of seat-belts (Peltzman 1975) . This offsetting effect, if genuine, was short-lived. Addressing Peltzman's study, further research found that drivers wearing seatbelts did not drive less carefully, and sometimes drove more carefully, while risk-taking drivers were actually less likely to buckle up (Friedland et al. 1990: 191-2) . Seat-belts and information tools linked to them probably have had their own signaling effect, successfully
focusing an increasing number of drivers' attention on safety as a relevant goal.
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Conversely, it can be argued that those who persist in not buckling up probably do so because they are in a hedonic goal-frame, as suggested by them being frequently of young age, and more amenable to drive fast, or to drink and drive (ibid.)
A study by Bamberg and Schmidt (1999) provides another compelling example of the role played by the relative pleasure / stimulation derived from alternative courses of action.
In a small German university town, a preferential fare for bus use was introduced, and a new peripheral bus line installed. This obviously changed the relative travel times and costs of the alternative modes of transport available: the bus, the car, and the bike. It had some success, but several students who used to go to the university by car and had switched to the bus after the reform later came back to using their car. This is puzzling from a perspective that focuses on material aspects alone, because the second behavioral change was not linked to a change in relative prices: in the meantime, they had not changed. It is less puzzling from a GFT perspective.
These students used to travel by car, which may be costly, but also rewarding in terms of comfort, autonomy, and stimulation. Indeed, driving is linked to strong hedonic goals, but the reforms had sent gain signals (a cheap travel solution called "Semester ticket"), thus successfully displacing the hedonic goal-frame of drivers with a gain goal-frame. They had also adjusted relative prices so that taking the bus had reached high in many students' order of preferences (Bamberg and Schmidt 1999: 494 , table IV ). Yet, it appears that the hedonic goal remained strong in the background, keeping the salience of the new gain goal-frame low and thus weakening the overall effect of the new relative prices. Then, the gain goalframe grew weaker, possibly as a result of incompatible hedonic signals sent by unpleasant and very common experiences linked to taking the bus, such as: having to stay standing as all seating is taken, waiting for the bus in the cold, having to suffer a not-too-likeable co-32 traveler, or a clumsy or unsympathetic driver, etc. These surely contributed to reinforcing the hedonic goal in the background, until it retook its place as the goal-frame. Hence, the relative pleasure/stimulation of options came to dominate again the process of preference formation, and therefore the car became again the preferred alternative.
Relative appropriateness
People in a normative goal-frame are attentive to the relative appropriateness of options, and they tend to sort their option set accordingly. Regulators often try to change relative appropriateness with information campaigns. This has limits as other goals may well lead regulatees to choose second-best responses rather than those expected from them by regulators (e.g. Weiss and Tschirhart 1994: 88) . Changing relative appropriateness may also prove difficult to achieve when important others (siblings, authority figures, etc.)
repeatedly and consistently conform with the targeted norm and make repeated statements that confirm the appropriateness of that course of action, as it is the case in religious or traditional communities. The enduring practices of female genital mutilation or so-called "honor crimes" within certain communities in occidental countries is a telling tale of how hard it can be to change relative appropriateness. Therefore it has been argued that authority figures should contribute to redefining the limits of what is appropriate and what is not, otherwise information campaigns are likely to fail or even backfire (Sunstein 1996 (Sunstein : 2049 .
A strategy used to change relative appropriateness is what Lessig called "ambiguation" (Lessig 1995) . Ambiguation refers to strategies creating normative ambiguity by way of information campaigns and legislation. The relative appropriateness of a given course of action deemed appropriate according to a given norm is being changed by challenging it as a violation of another existing and shared but otherwise yet unrelated norm. As a result the protected by the freedom to practice one's religion inscribed in French law and by the norm of religious tolerance failed to counteract the change in the relative appropriateness engineered by regulators, so-called "intellectuals" and journalists (Bowen 2008; Scott 2007) . As a consequence, there have been increasing reports of Muslim women who, although they were neither students nor public employees, have increasingly suffered from illegal discrimination, often from the part of public agents, because they were wearing a headscarf: in bank branches, on the streets, during civil wedding ceremonies, or when driving (AFP 2010; Bowen 2008; Khorsokhavar 2009 ). This transformation in relative appropriateness has created a puzzling situation where discriminatory acts against women wearing headscarves have been at the same time compliant with expectations publicly expressed by politicians in the government or the parliament and yet also noncompliant 34 with those formulated in law, at least until the latter will have been rewritten to accommodate them.
To sum up, an extended view of relative consequences going beyond relative prices to include consequences important in normative and hedonic goal-frames, combined to the mechanism of goal signaling, provide a powerful toolkit for the explanation of observed responses to regulatory policies. Both mechanisms are logically complementary, often working simultaneously, and yet clearly analytically distinct.
Conclusion
The framework outlined in this paper focuses on how public regulation influences regulatees' motives (goal set) and alternatives (option set), thus influencing the way their preferences become structured. Its two essential mechanisms, goal signaling and relative consequences, combine automatic and deliberative processes to account for the impact of regulatory policy on preferences. As the multifarious quotes from the literature demonstrate, a goal framing approach to compliance can take up a great variety of empirical findings from various streams of research on regulatory compliance. This result is achieved without any loss of theoretical consistency, thanks to Lindenberg's goal framing theory, which can take up the simultaneous influence of several heterogeneous motives on individual decisions. The theoretical framework also provides an account of the behavioral changes resulting from interactions between these goals. Therefore, the two problems identified in the current state of the literature have been solved, and this is a better model for compliance analysis than previous ones.
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Conceptualizing compliance as the result of a competition between rival goals implies that behavioral change results from a threshold effect (also Jacob 1980) . That threshold depends on a regulatee's goal set (goal-frame and background goals) and option set (alternatives available), and it is ultimately an empirical issue. This indeterminacy in the framework is by and large intentional, so as to be able to account for the various and sometimes contradictory effects that a single measure may have for different regulatees (Grabosky 1995) .
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At this stage a goal framing theory of regulatory compliance remains principally an interpretative tool for making sense of observed data. However, studies that intend to generate hypotheses and predictions will also find a goal framing approach of use, given that they include a preliminary phase of detailed data collection designed to identify the main characteristics of the situations where compliant and noncompliant behaviors take place. Besides, previous work on measuring motivations in real and experimental settings has paved the way for the operationalization of a goal framing approach of compliance 
